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For many years, plants currently known as Amorpha georgiana Wilbur var. conjusa Wilbur (Fabaceae Juss.:

Amorpheae Boriss.) have been a source of taxonomic and nomenclatural confusion. Wilbur (1964) elegantly

explored the intricacies of the situation in his revision of the dwarf species of Amorpha L. Various names often

had been applied incorrectly to this species (e.g., A. caroliniana H. B. Croom, A. cyanostachya M.A. Curtis)

or were unavailable (e.g., A. glabra Desf. ex Beadle, nom. illeg.). This left Wilbur no option but recognize it

with a new name, which he did at the rank of variety due to its similarity to A. georgiana. At the time, this

was the most conservative course of action due to the paucity of collections of both var. georgiana and var.

conjusa, even though Wilbur recognized that the two differed morphologically. Later, Wilbur (1975 p. 367)

commented in his monograph of the genus that he remained "skeptical" that his treatment would prove

"satisfactory when more is learned about them" and acknowledged that "future investigation may well dem-

onstrate that the two taxa are specifically distinct." Most recent floristic treatments and species checklists

(e.g., Isely 1990, 1998; Kartesz 1999) have followed Wilbur's treatments in recognizing two varieties. These

varieties differ morphologically in many characters with var. conjusa having larger leaflets [(10-)15-25(-35)

mmlong and (7-)9-15(-18) mmwide versus (3-)6-10(-15) mmlong and (2-)3-5(-8) mmwide], longer

petioles [(6-)8-15(-20) mmversus l-3(-5) mm] and racemes [10-20(-30) cmversus (2-)3-5(-6) cm], less

numerous leaflets, clustered, panicle-like inflorescences rather than generally solitary racemes, and bright

blue rather than reddish-violet vexilla (Fig. 1; Wilbur 1964; Sorrie 1995; Weakley 1995).

Recent investigations into the current distribution, conservation status, and genetics of the two varieties

have revealed additional differences and supported Wilbur's (1975) notion that they should each be recog-

nized at the specific level. The distributions of the varieties do not overlap currently, nor did they histori-

cally based on herbarium records (Fig. 2). Amorpha georgiana var. conjusa is a



it Green SwampPreserve, North Carolina. (Photograph by Andrew Walker), b. Amorpha georgiana at Fort Bragg, N

Carolina (Photograph by Bruce Sorrie).
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extreme southeastern North Carolina and immediately adjacent South Carolina, though it is now believed

to be extant in only Brunswick and Columbus counties of North Carolina (Weakley 1995). Amorpha geor-

giana var. georgiana is found in the middle and inner Coastal Plain of North Carolina, South Carolina and

Georgia (Sorrie 1995). Both varieties are associated with the longleaf pine savanna ecosystem but differ in

the details of their habitat preferences with var. conjusa occurring in flat, moist to rather dry outer Coastal

Plain savannas with loamy soils, especially of the Foreston series (Weakley 1995); whereas var. georgiana

occupies more moist to occasionally inundated areas, chiefly sandy river terraces and river banks above

blackwater rivers traversing the sandhills of the middle and inner Coastal Plain, and more infrequently the

edges of swampy floodplains (Sorrie 1995). Both varieties have suffered habitat loss, fragmentation, and

degradation in recent years due to human activities, including fire suppression, agriculture, and land devel-

opment, causing them to be of conservation concern (Sorrie 1995; Weakley 1995). In North Carolina, var.

confusa is currently considered to be threatened (North Carolina Department of Agriculture & Consumer

Services 2008) because its population numbers are estimated to be less than 14,000 individuals, and only

those populations occurring in The Nature Conservancy's Green SwampPreserve are likely to receive long-

term conservation-oriented management (Weakley 1995).

The two varieties also differ in phenology, with Amorpha georgiana var. confusa flowering from late

May to mid-July and var. georgiana flowering from late April to late May (Sorrie 1995). Additionally, recent

genetic work has indicated that the genome of var. conjusa is likely tetraploid, while that of var. georgiana

is diploid (Straub et al. 2009). A comparison of the microsatellite variation observed for the varieties at the

population level indicates that they are quite well differentiated genetically and preliminary phylogenetic

analyses of chloroplast spacer region and low-copy nuclear gene DNAsequence data indicate that they are

likely not each other's closest relative among Amorpha species (S. Straub & J. Doyle, unpublished data).

Since the time of Wilbur's (1964) original publications, additional studies of the morphology, distribu-

tions, habitat preferences, phenology, and genetics of the two varieties have shown the extent to which they

are distinct from one another. These differences warrant the recognition of var. confusa at the rank of species

(Sorrie 1995; Weakley 1995). Recognition at this rank further emphasizes the conservation importance and

need of both of these imperiled species.
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Wilbur (1964) did not choose among the two syntypes listed in the protologue as the holotype, although he

later indicated that he considered the specimen at GHto be the holotype (Wilbur 1975: 366), here corrected

to lectotype pursuant to Article 9.8. of the ICBN (McNeill et al. 2006).
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